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Good morning. My name is Hank Truslow, Jr. and | am the President and an
owner of Sunbury Textile Mills. Sunbury Textiles is a medium sized upholstery
mill that employs about 260 people. It is recognized as being one of the top 15
mills in the country in terms of sales volume. We produce about 4 million yards of
fabric a year and serve the residential, contract, and outdoor markets.

| am also the Chairman of the American Textile Manufacturers Institute (ATMI)
Home Furnishings Committee and a member of the ATMI Board of Directors. On
behalf of ATMI and all of its members, | want to thank the Commission for
holding this public meeting. We believe the time is right to bring all the
stakeholders together to address this consumer safety issue that we've all been
involved with for several years now.

We all know that textiles will burn. ATMI's Home Furnishings Committee has
been actively engaged with the Commission on the small open flame upholstered
furniture flammability issue for the past eight years. We have met with the
commissioners and CPSC staff on several occasions to educate and inform the
Commission about the unique challenges facing the upholstery fabrics sector of
the textile industry in complying with a small open flame furniture standard. We
appreciate the hard work done by the CPSC staff on this project, and believe the
staff now has a much broader understanding and appreciation of the

xities of this issue — both technical and economic — than they had a&t&e
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beginning of the process. Indeed, the affected industries are much better
educated about those complexities now than we were when this rulemaking
began in 1994.

Over the last few years, ATMI, as part of a broader industry coalition, has
provided the Commission with information on several aspects of the draft
proposed standard, including information on the economic impact of the draft
standard (the Glassman-Oliver Study), the fiber and textile complex, flaming
versus smoldering ignition, use of flame retardant chemicals, and consumer
preferences. In February 2001 ATMI issued a position statement on upholstered
furniture flammability. Our position has not changed. ATMI supports and is
working toward a comprehensive standard, including all upholstered furniture
components, that: ‘

Is based on sound scientific research,

Is technically feasible,

Is economically viable for both the industry and consumer,

|s based on treating uphoistered furniture as a synergistic combination of
foam, filling materials, fabric and other components, and

* Protects consumer choice of upholstery fabric.

This morning you will hear from several fabric manufacturers. | ask you to listen
and consider theéir presentations carefully, as each was put together with a great
deal of thought toward addressing this complex consumer safety issue while
continuing to manufacturer fabrics in this country. As you listen to each
presentation, I'd like you to take into account the differences in these companies.
Some are small and family-owned, others large and publicly held. They
represent a variety of capabilities for fabric treatment and testing. There are
differences in their product offerings, from very high-end specialty upholstery
fabrics to more moderately priced styles. They vary in geographic location from
the northern to southern United States. All are consumers themselves and are
concerned that their products be used in an appropriate manner to provide
consumers with a safe finished product. They are also industry leaders who are
responsible for the continued employment of many other people in their

- communities.. '

The presentations you will hear this morming will address several technical and
business issues. I'd like to just briefly address some major issues for our
industry overall:

The CPCS'’s Interliner Option

While we do believe that the CPSC made an important change to the original
draft standard by allowing the use of flame retardant “interliners” or barrier
materials, we don’t believe the Commission has developed a proposal that is
economically viable for the textile industry, nor does it address the real life nature



of upholstered furniture — a composite structure made up of many component
materials, including filling materials, foam and fabric. Testing by many
organizations, including the CPSC, has demonstrated that these components
can have a synergistic affect when impacted by a small open flame source, such
as a candle, lighter or match

Fabric manufacturers do not always know how their fabrics will ultimately be
used. Our upholstery fabrics find their way info many applications, including
bedspreads, throw pillows, wallcoverings, and draperies.

When our fabrics are sold for use in upholstered furniture, it is up to the furniture
manufacturer — not the fabric mill supplying the upholstery fabric -- to determine
the construction methods and components to be used. As currently drafted, the
CPSC’s proposal, even with the alternative interliner test, will stili require that
virtually all upholstery fabrics be tested for compliance to the standard using the
CPSC's draft sampling plan and recordkeeping requirements.

CPSC Sampling Plan

The draft sampling plan for upholstery fabrics outlined in the 2001 staff briefing
package is a major concern for our members. ATMI's Patty Adair has been
working with Dale Ray to understand the complexities of the draft proposed
sampling plan and how our industry would be required to establish compliance if
the standard were promulgated as currently drafted.

To quantify the compliance costs confronted by our industry using the CPSC’s
sampling plan, several manufacturers have tabulated their testing costs for the
first year, and for subsequent years. You will hear from several companies on

this issue.

We understand that this is an issue that will not be resolved today and we want
to continue working with Dale and other CPSC staff members on this critical
economic issue for our members.

Draft Proposal from the Ca. Bureau of Home Furnishings on TB-117

The California Bureau of Home Furnishings released a draft revision 6n
Technical Bulletin117 in February. The draft test method is based on a 4%
weight loss over 10 minutes. Several ATMI members have tested their products
using the Ca. Bureau's draft proposed weight loss method. So far, we have not
found a single commercially available fabric that will pass this method untreated.
{n addition, testing has shown that only a small percentage of fabrics will pass
with a flame retardant backcoating. And even with the use of a flame retardant
interliner or barrier material, very few commercially available upholstery fabrics
pass this test.



Companies that have completed testing programs using the California Bureau's
draft proposed test method have submitted this information to the Commission
for this meeting. You will be hearing more detailed information from them this
morning.

Use of Flame Retardant Chemicals on Upholstery Fabrics

We question both the technical and economic viability of using commercially
available flame retardant treatments on upholstery fabrics. Very few U.S. textile
companies currently use flame retardant chemicals to treat upholstery fabrics.
We have already provided information to the Commission on our experiences
testing FR treated fabrics in the UK and using the 1997 CPSC draft proposed
test method. Testing sponsored by ATMI and the American: Fiber Manufacturers
Association, and performed by BASF, indicated that aimost half the fabrics FR-
treated to pass the UK standard did not pass the CPSC's previously released
draft test method for upholstery fabrics. This information was provided to the
Commission in February 2001. We continue to believe that reliance on the outer
cover fabric of a piece of upholstered furniture to prevent involvement of the
interior components is a very risky proposition.

We are aware of concerns in Europe -- particularly for nursing mothers and
infants — about the use of some brominated flame retardants used in upholstered
furniture, and we understand that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is
now studying this issue at the request of the First Lady.

We are textile manufacturers -- not toxicologists -- and we must rely on the
chemical companies and our government for information on the toxicity of
chemicals used on textiles. For the past 15 years or more, the domestic textile
industry has tried to move away from chemical applications toward more
recyclable textile products. ATMI members work hard to protect the environment
and textile workers from exposure to harmful substances through participation in
the ATM! E3 program — Encouraging Environmental Excellence and ATMI's
Quest for the Best in Safety and Health. Information on both of these programs
has been distributed to the meeting attendees.

Again, thank you for the opportunity for all the stakeholders to talk openly about
these important issues by providing this valuable forum for discussion. I'd be
happy to take questions, or if you'd prefer, we can go directly to the next
presentation from ATMI member Roger Berkiey.



Upholstered Furniture Flammability Proceeding
Consumer Product Safety Commission
June 18, 2002

Name: David Pettey, Director of Corporate Technology and Product Development
Company Quaker Fabric Corporation of Fall River
Affiliation: ATMI

I would like to start by thanking the staff of the CPSC for providing this opportunity to discuss
the business and technical issues surrounding the CPSC’s proposed Upholstered Furniture
Open Flame Standard. Furthermore, I want to make it clear that Quaker fully supports the
CPSC’s mission of “‘protecting the public from unreasonable risks of injuries and deaths
associated with some 15,000 types of consumer products.” Our comprehensive analysis of
the costs of complying with this proposed standard, however, indicates that those costs are
vastly disproportionate to any benefits the public could possibly hope to derive from its
adoption. Or, put somewhat differently, while we recognize the importance of the work being
done by the CPSC to protect the public from the risk of fire-related injuries and deaths, Quaker
believes the approach reflected in this proposed standard is totally unworkable and, therefore,
not a solution at all. In addition, our analysis further indicates that this proposed standard
cannot be implemented, even if the technology required to implement it can be developed,
without enormous harm to the economy and to the very consumers the CPSC is charged with
protecting.

More specifically, Quaker estimates that it would have to spend approximately $211million, or
1.4 times its current equity position, to move itself into compliance with this standard. This
effort, and these costs, would be repeated at every upholstery fabric mill in the United States of
which Quaker represents only 12%, yielding an aggregate industry investment that could easily
exceed $1.6 billion. Yes, I said, 1.6 billion U.S. dollars to solve 0.23% of a problem. And ]
say 0.23%, or less than a quarter of a percent, because that’s really the only real benefit the
public could expect to enjoy from this huge expenditure of time and money. Where does that
quarter of a percentage point come from? The NFPA estimates that upholstery fires account
for only 8.8% of civilian injuries from fires. And the vast majority of those civilian injuries,
over 82% according to the NFPA, are the result of cigarette ignitions. The balance, or 18%, is
attributable to non-cigarette upholstery fires, and only 15% of those are accidental. Therefore,
this standard will only address 2.7% of the problem - that is, 15% of the 18% of fires that are
not related to cigarettes. So, net, net, for $1.6 billion , the public puts 0.23% of a problem
behind it ~ 2.7% of 8.8%. And, that calculus doesn’t seem quite right — despite the worthiness
of the CPSC’s objectives in this area.

It is Quaker’s belief that to effectively reduce the risk of injuries and deaths from furniture
fires, the root causes of these fires must be addressed and responsibility for required
preventative measures appropriately assigned. It is generally understood that, with the
exception of cigarette ignitions, most accidental fumiture fires are in fact the result of



intentional acts with unintended consequences. Fires started by children playing with matches,
lighters, candles and other ignition sources can be addressed most effectively through
appropriate adult supervision and education in the home. A child intent on starting a fire in
their home who is having no success with a fumiture piece, will simply tumn his or her attention
to newspapers, paper goods, drapes or other flammable materials. Quaker also believes that
cigarette ignitions are best addressed through public education and/or the development and
marketing of self-extinguishing cigarettes. Shifting responsibility from the consumer to the
manufacturers of upholstered furniture products gets away from the CPSC’s mission of
protecting consumers from unreasonable risks. More importantly, this approach fails to address
root cause. Protecting consumers from consumers is beyond the scope of the CPSC’s mission.

Secondly, if the decision is ultimately made to shift the burden of fire prevention from the
consumer to the manufacturers of upholstered fumiture, the approach taken in this proposed
standard reflects a fundamental misunderstanding of the most effective way to ensure that the
entire piece of upholstered furniture presents the least risk to the consumer. The principal fuel
load concern lies not in the cover fabrics used to upholster the furniture pieces, but rather in the
foam, and to a lesser extent, the wood frames of the pieces. Yet, there are no aspects of the
proposed standard that address the flammability of the foam used. Instead, the implicit
assumption inherent in this standard is that the fabric cover must somehow be manufactured in
a way that will allow it to serve as the equivalent of an iron casing, preventing the intentional
ignition of the highly combustible foam. Furthermore, the proposed mandatory standard calls
for component rather than composite testing. In other words, the fabric is expected to prevent
the ignition of a literally infinite number of fuel source combinations, none of which is known
to the fabric manufacturer at the time it is required to ensure compliance with the standard. If
the conclusion is reached that a voluntary or mandatory standard is justified, the most effective
control point would be the final furniture manufacturer — because it is only the final
manufacturer that will have the kind of comprehensive information about both the components
used in their products and the way in which those components are assembled that is needed to
ensure that any flame retardency standards are met.

Quaker has considerable experience in supplying fabric to the UK, where the fabric we sell is
required to pass BS 5852, And, of course, it is the BS 5852 standard on which the proposed
CPSC test has been modeled. Our experience has exposed us to all of the best FR latex
backing systems being used in the UK. The very backing system we use on the fabrics Quaker
sells into the UK is, in fact, supplied to us by the single largest supplier of FR Iatex systems in
the UK. Furthermore, we have conducted countless trials with snake oil salesman, ail of whom
have boldly proclaimed to have developed the latest FR panacea. Unfortunately, no silver
bullets have been developed, and the best technical solutions still reside in the UK - with the
definition of “best” for this purpose being that less than 50% of randomly tested “compliant”

. fabrics in the UK actually meet the BS 5852 standard. This approach seems to work
reasonably well in the UK, where the sampling requirements are not well defined, and the
culture is far less litigious. It is, however, worth noting that the most effective FR systems
(bromine-based) being sold in the UK are now under review due to concemns about their
potential environmental impact. In addition, as a practical matter, it has been our experience
that the CPSC’s draft standard is more difficult to pass.



The chemical technology required to ensure that all fiber, weave, yarn and construction
combinations meet the proposed standard does not exist. Furthermore, combinations of
technologies (e.g., FR backing systems with an FR barrier) have not been effective at meeting
the standard as it is currently written. Moreover, the aesthetic value of the resulting products is
adversely affected. The very characteristics that attract consumers — color, hand, drapeability,
texture and softness — are all negatively affected by the addition of UK type FR systems. While
the UK market has become accustomed to relatively drab and lackluster upholstery, the US
consumer has become increasingly discriminating. Therefore, US consumers presented with
fabric covers treated in compliance with this proposed standard can be expected to either defer
future furniture purchases and/or resort to throws and slipcovers. In both instances, the
consumer will not benefit from the standard, and the US textile industry including the many
individuals whose livelihoods depend on the strength of the US textile industry, will be dealt
another severe blow.

The cost of implementation, given the standard’s sampling requirements, would be
prohibitive. Due to the significant increase in the amount of latex backing required to comply
with the proposed standard, the speed of the finishing equipment in use by the industry would
have to be reduced by at least one-half. In addition, the sampling process required by the
standard virtually guarantees a near 100% rework level, with no hope of advancing to the
reduced testing phase. As shown in Appendix A, a fabric that inherently passes 80% of the
time, would be required to pass 12 consecutive times as described in the sampling protocol,
before it could be released for shipment. Therefore, (80%)"? yields a much reduced success
rate of 6.87%. It should be noted that our projections are based on our current expernence in
supplying fabrics to the UK and, therefore, have a high degree of precision to them. In
combination, reduced speeds in our finishing area and an almost doubling of our rework
requirements would mean that Quaker would have to purchase and install 27 additional
finishing lines, compared to its current nine. The capital required for such an installation,
including the cost of land and buildings to house the new equipment, would be approximately
$148,000,000. This also includes the necessary emissions control systems, as well as the
additional warehousing space that would be needed for the sole purpose of retaining the
volumes of tested samples.

The cost of compliance, based on the sample plan, is equally prohibitive. Again, our
projection is that almost everything we produce (93.13%) would have to be reworked and,
therefore, re-tested at least twice. The annual cost of testing and associated sample retention
would be approximately $54,328,343. Details for this value can be found in Appendix B.

The cost of developing and re-engineering our 60,000 SKU’s would be equally staggering.
Again, our experience in supplying the UK tells us that color does count. When it comes to
meeting the current FR standard in the UK, yarn substitutions are the norm and not the
exception. The re-engineering costs of doing this are, of course, in addition to the cost of
applying the required FR backing. Each SKU must be individually re-engineered, with a



success rate of one in three trials. This translates to an additional cost of $22,661,818. Details
of this calculation can be found in Appendix C.

The promulgation of this proposed standard would further open the door to imported
fabric. To date, the fashion content of the fabrics produced by the American textile industry
has served as a reasonably effective entry barrier to foreign competition. These non-
commodity, differentiated fabrics bring with them smaller order sizes, shorter product life
cycles and accelerated delivery lead times and, all of those things, taken together, have made it
difficult for foreign fabric producers to compete effectively in the American market. The re-
engineering effort required by this proposed standard, and its related costs, would play into the
hands of foreign competition by placing a premium on fewer and simpler designs, constructions
and fiber types. Our Asian competitors, in particular, with their plain, commodity-type
products, could not, in their wildest dreams, have wished for a better regulatory scheme.
Product simplification is the catalyst for reduced lead-times, bigger shop order sizes, and longer
product life cycles. Precisely, the things needed for our overseas competitors to sweep the field
~ wiping out the few remaining healthy US textile firms, and the employment opportunities
they represent, in the process.

Affordability of entry price-point furniture would be heavily impacted by this standard.
Assuming textile companies are willing to attempt to persuade their banks and other financing
sources to make the significant capital investments required — and those same banks and
financing sources are willing to be persuaded - the costs associated with this massive
compliance effort would ultimately be passed on to the final consumer. A conservative
estimate of the total cost of compliance with this proposed standard, including the costs of the
required testing, depreciation on the additional finishing and special purpose testing equipment
and facilities, processing costs and chemical costs suggests that furniture manufacturers could
expect to pay about 66% more for the fabrics they buy — with the wholesale cost of a sofa
increasing from $399 to $459, or about 15%, - and the retail cost increasing from $799 to $918,
also about 15%. Therefore, the very people we seek to protect will have to wait longer to
replace their current upholstered furniture. Particularly given that furniture purchases tend to
be discretionary and, therefore, deferrable. Expected price increases of this magnitude also
make it more likely than not that consumers will resort to second hand fumiture and slipcover
options, long before they advance to purchases of FR furniture. Alternatively, if a non-
mandatory standard were adopted, consumers could decide for themselves whether the $119
premium might be better spent on smoke alarms, fire extinguishers, fire escapes and
appropriate safety training and supervision for their children. Quaker believes that requiring
consumers to take personal responsibility for their own safety is much more likely to yield the
results the CPSC seeks and Quaker supports.

The environmental and safety impact of this proposed standard at Quaker alone would be
significant. Compliance with this standard would require Quaker to use nearly 30,000,000
pounds annually of a Brominated FR latex system (see Appendix D), a substance which the
European Community is now reviewing because traces of it have begun showing up in the food
chain. VOC emission levels related to the use of this substance in our manufacturing
operations would exceed current state standards in Massachusetts. And finally, the testing and
compliance regime called for would mandate that Quaker have 200 technicians simultaneously



burning mock-up samples, 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. At that rate, even if there were
only “a million to ong” chance of any one test getting out of control, Quaker would be
statistically due for a major fire incident in as little as 30 weeks. Not to mention the health
risks to those technicians having to breathe fumes 8 hours per day. What safety inspector or
insurance carrier in the world would issue an occupancy permit or policy to such a testing
facility?

3000 families in the Greater Fall River area depend on Quaker’s continued success. Fall
River is no stranger to the loss of textile jobs. Once hailed as Spindle City, and processing one-
third of the world’s cotton, Fall River now has but a handful of textile employers. Abandoned
textile buildings have long since been converted to public housing and factory outlets, where,
of course, clothes produced outside of the US are sold. The closure of Quaker would be a
disaster for Fall River, where we are the largest private employer. The 3000 families that are
counting on us to remain financially strong would be quickly relegated to surviving on public
assistance, particularly given the current state of our economy. The indirect effects of such a
closure would yield untold social and economic costs - with crime rates, drug abuse, infant
mortality rates, and suicide rates all likely to see significant increases. This scenario would, of
course, not be limited to Quaker and Fall River, but would be repeated in many other
communities throughout the United States, wherever upholstery fabrics are manufactured.

In summary, Quaker believes that adoption of this proposed standard would not advance the
interests of the consumers the CPSC is charged with protecting but would instead result in
unintended consequences of such enormous magnitude that the CPSC would be well advised to
review every available alternative with exacting care. The risk of wiping out whole industries
and whole communities, the safety and health risks to the final consumers — and to the
employees who would be responsible for applying the chemicals needed to comply with the
standard. The serious risk of death or injury by fire posed to the technicians attempting to keep
the product compliant. The dramatic increase in the cost of upholstered fumniture to the
consumer. All of these factors, coupled with the fact that the technology required to meet the
testing requirements does not even exist yet, will ensure that the adoption of the standard will
present far more risks to the consumer than it could ever hope to eliminate. Or, put somewhat
differently, if TRIS was a fiasco, adoption of this standard would be apocalyptic.

Thank you.



Appendix A

Open Flame Standard - Cost Of Implementation
Quaker Fabric Corpomtion of Fall River

Cost of Implementation

1 Current Finishing Processes
2 lLoss in capacity {reduced speed for higher ad-on)
3 increased number of finishing processes
4 Rework levels based on sample plan
5 Total increase in finishing processes
6 Cost per Finnish process
7 Total cost of increased finishing capacity
8 Building to house new capacity (900,000 sq.ft @ 60/oot)
9 Testing facilities (250 testing positions)
10 Environmentat compliance (exhaust scrubbers 36 dryers)
11 Sample storage building (12,000 cubic leet/week - 6 years)
12 Cost of land to build new facilities (8, 9, 11}
13 25% Contingency - yet to be determined technology
14 Total Implementation Capital

9
100%
9
93%

27
$2,500,000
$67,500,000
$54,000,000
$5,000,000
$9,000,000
$10,800,000 (20X425}

$2,000,000
$37,700,000

$188,500,000



Appendix B

Open Flame Siandard - Cost Of Compliance

Quaker Fabric Corporation of Fall River

. First Time Processing Success Rates

Failure | Success | Specimen # | Specimen # | Specimen #
Rate Rate 1 12 60
IAclual_ﬁ_S 5852 Experience |20.000% |} 80.00% 80.00% 6.87% 0.0002%
Il. Production Compliance Testing
A Cost of Fabric
1 Weekly Production {yards) 1500000
2 Weekly Samples {1/1000 yards) 1500
3 Weekly Specimens (12 yards/sample) 18000
4 Re-lesting (100% - 6.87%) 16763
5 Yards required for lesting {c +d) 33627
6 Yardage required for sample retention 18000
7 Total Yards required per week 51527
8 Average cost per yard of fabrig $7.25
9 Cost per week $373,569
B Cost of Foam o
1 Cost of foam per specimen $3.02
2 Specimens per week 33527
3 Cost per week for foam $101,251
C Cost of Labor
1 Specimens/hour/technician 1
2 Labor costhour $17.00
3 Cosl/specimen $17.00
4 Specimens per week 33527
5 Cost per week labor $569,956
D Total Cost of Compliance :
T Weekly $1,044,776
2 Annual $54,328,343




Appendix C

Open Flame Standard - Cost Of Development
Quaker Fabric Corporation of Fall River

Cost of Development

1 Number of SKU's to be re-engineered 60,000

2 Success rate (based on BS 5852 experience) 33%

3 Number of Specimens needed (4 per sku) 727273

4 Cost per test specimen $31.16

5 Total Development Costs $22,661,818



Appendix D

Open Flame Standard - Environmental Impact
Quaker Fabrig Corporation of Fail River

! FR Backing System

I FR Estimaled Usage

fii, Environmental impact

a Brominated compounds (including Tetrabromobispehnol-a
b [sodecyl diphenyl phosphate

a Application weight per yard {(wet pounds)

b Yards per week

¢ FR chemical system usage per week - wet weight
d FR chemicals used per year - dry weight

a Pounds of Brominated compounds
b Annual level of VOC @ 0.07%

¢ Current threshold limit

d Pounds in excess of threshold

35%
3%

Q.75
1,500,000
1,125,000

29,250,000

10,237,500
40,950
40,600

350
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